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CHAPTER I 
OVERVIEW 
.. ~-
One of the most controversial terms in the lexicon 
of psychology is "self." Classical and modern thinkers have 
offered diverse interpretations of its meaning. Likewise, 
the relative importance of "self" varies from one psycho-
logical system to another. 
A close derivative, "self concept," is an equally 
ambiguous and elusive construct. Hopefully, the future will 
bring univocal agreement as to what the self concept is and 
does; for the present, more than two hundred definitions of 
"self concept" exist. 
Ruth c. Wylie (1961) differentiates between two types 
of self concept. The conscious or phenomenological self 
concept is usually investigated through the use of rating 
scales, personality inventories, and other self-reporting 
devices. The unconscious or nonphenomenological self concept 
is examined by means of the TAT, Rorschach, and other 
projective techniques. The present study concerns itself 
with the conscious or phenomenological aspect of the self 
concept. Self concept, as the term is used in the pre.sent 
study, is defined as: "a person's view of himself; the 
1 
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fullest description of which a person is capable at any 
given time." (English and English, 1962, P•. 486) 
Assuming that each individual does, indeed, have a 
self concept as defined-above, the question remains: How 
accurate is that self concept? Clinicians are interested in 
knowing not only how the client views himself but also 
whether, and to what degree, that self concept is distorted. 
If the client is to strive toward ultimate self-understanding, I 
it is essential that he first know himself as he truly and 1 
objectively is at any given time. lt would seem that the 
client possessing an inaccurate idea or concept of himself 
would necessarily lack self-direction in his strivings 
toward growth, development, and adjustment. 
Dr. Wylie has presented an exhaustive survey of 
studies dealing with the self concept, both conscious and 
unconscious. Wylie takes a critical view of recent work in 
the area of self concept, but she offers encouragement to 
researchers and suggests some problems, including inquiries 
into the accuracy of self concept, worthy of further 
investigation: 
There is some limited evidence to suggest that 
there are consistent individual differences in the 
tendency toward overestimation, underestimation, or 
accurate estimation across a variety of traits. 
Detailed information on this matter remains to be 
established, however. (p. 316) 
The purpose of the present study is to investigate, 
l 
( 
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in terms of trait-analysis, the accuracy of the self concept 
among married adults. The study will also attempt to assess 
the accuracy of the spouses' concepts of one another. 
A. STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
lt is proposed that an individual's actual self 
concept may be inf erred from a self-description derived 
from a trait rating scale. This instrument provides a 
direct means by which the subject expresses his opinion as 
to which of sixteen personality traits are most and least 
dominant as components of his personality. Criteria for 
judging the accuracy of the description of self provided 
by the rating scale can be tentatively established through 
the administration of Cattell and Eber•s Sixteen Personality 
Factor Questionnaire, Form c. Through this device, the 
subject is given an indirect means of revealing the relative 
strength and weakness of the same sixteen personality 
variables. 
In addition, each subject is rated by his spouse 
on the same traits. The rating-by-spouse scale is compared 
with the subject's questionnaire scores for the purpose of 
deriving the degree of accuracy of the spouse's description 
of the subject. 
The bases for this investigation of self concept 
are the following null hypotheses: 
4 
Hypothesis I. No relationship exists between the self 
description derived from a trait rating scale and the 
results of a personality questionnaire which measures the 
same traits. 
Hypothesis II, No relationship exists between description 
of the subject by his spouse and the subject's questionnaire 
results when both instruments measure dominance of the same 
personality traits. 
B. PROCEDURE 
The first requisite for this experimental study was to 
find matched-pair subjects. Suitable pairs might have 
consisted of any two persons who, it could be assumed, knew 
one another well, e. g., siblings, roommates, parents and 
children, etc. 
For convenience and easy accessibility, the matched-
pair Ss selected for the study were married couples. It was 
recommended that Ss be drawn from some specific subgroup, 
rather than from the general population. The Christian 
Family Movement, Chicago Federation, has several parish 
outlets throughout the greater metropolitan area. Three CFM 
parish moderators responded favorably to our request for 
assistance. Two of the three parishes were comparable in 
terms of geographical and socio-economic factors. Their two 
CFM moderators gave their utmost cooperation, providing fifty 
couples who had been married for at least two years. The 
'--------------------------------------------------~--~--~------~~-----
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two year minimum was imposed in order to justify the 
assumption that Ss knew one another well. 
To guard against the possibility that the condition 
of menopause might affect the ss• responses in testing, 
the experimenter had hoped to set chronological age limits 
at forty-five and forty for male and female Ss respectively. 
All Ss were guaranteed anonymity. Tests were 
administered at a time and place convenient for Ss. The 
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire, Form C, was 
administered simultaneously to husband and wife. Next, 
each S was asked to sort, twice, a set of index cards 
listing and briefly explaining the traits measured by the 
Questionnaire. The Ss rated themselves on the first sort 
and their spouses on the second sort, having been instructed 
to place traits in rank order from most to least descriptive 
of self and spouse. 
Questionnaire raw scores were converted to standard 
z scores from sten tables based on norms for the general 
population. These z scores were then rank ordered so that 
they might be compared with the two sorts. The Spearman rho 
was computed twice for each subject: once to compare his 
self-sort with his test results, and a second time to compare 
his spouse-sort with his test results. Using Pearson's 
conversion table, the Spearman rho's were converted to 
Pearson r's. Finally, the t test was applied to determine 
6 
the significance of the difference between independent means. 
CHAPTER 11 
RELATED LITERATURE 
Few scientific experiments have been designed to 
scrutinize the accuracy of the self concept. 
Many studies have sought to contrast the self 
concept with the ideal self. Yves Begin (1967) used 
Kilpatrick and Cantril's Self-Anchoring Scale to measure 
self concept in terms of hopes and fears. The same rating 
scale allowed his Ss to give descriptions of ideal men and 
women. Begin found little discrepancy between the self and 
ideal concepts as they were expressed by his subjects: 100 
male and 100 female college students regarded as normals. 
Earlier, Stanley Schiff (1966) completed a comparable study 
using drug addicts as subjects. Here, differentiation 
between self concept and the ideal self was more distinct. 
Studies such as these have little bearing on our present 
investigation. However, we find it noteworthy that many 
researchers who do nru;. intend to contrast what one is with 
what one aspires to be are confronted with the Ss' inability 
or refusal to discriminate between the real and the ideal. 
Almost every experimental design includes some provision to 
elicit truthful, as opposed to "socially acceptable," 
7 
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responses. 
A large proportion of self concept studies compare 
self-ratings with sociometric ratings. Isaacson, McKeachie 
and Milholland (1963) conducted an investigation among 
teaching fellows at the University of Michigan. Each sub-
ject completed a self-descriptive checklist and a peer group 
nomination form. These two instruments yielded scores for 
five personality variables closely related to success in 
teaching. Ss then took the Sixteen Personality Factor 
Questionnaire which also yielded a measure of the five 
desirable traits. Finally, students of the Ss completed 
teacher-evaluation forms. High scores on the five 
personality variables, as measured by the 16 PF, Forms A and 
B, and peer nomination form, correlated positively with 
favorable student ratings. However, correlations between 
self-descriptions and student ratings were low or negative 
for four of the five variables. Unfortunately, the study 
did not correlate self-ratings with scores on the 16 PF. 
Studies using sociometric techniques ordinarily 
compare self-ratings with ratings by peers, students, 
co-workers or classmates. They do not compare self-ratings 
with ratings by persons who presumedly have intensive 
knowledge of the Ss, as the present study attempts to do. 
Some studies, however, have compared self-ratings 
with ratings made by professional persons. Such a study, 
! 
9 
conducted by Combs, Soper and Courson (1963), was designed 
to prove that self reports do not reveal self concept. The 
'·!• 1; f ~ 'f';-;1r,; r.t hr.~U: r.1.;;.i,f..~.Ii&;.rl r,f. kL~.r.t"".:•:r .. ~r...<.iU:t·,·;.: ..a:.:i 
negative paired statements, such as: Hl'm really a :;!.ce 
person •••• I'm not a nice person," and "People think I'm 
important •••• People don 1 t think I'm very important. 11 
(p. 495) For comparison with this self report, self concept 
was inf erred by a team of trained researchers who inter-
viewed and observed Ss under conditions both controlled and 
11ncontrollcd. The roeeerchers, h~ving devoted ninety minutes 
'to each child, scored Ss on the same eighteen-item scale. 
The items from the two scales, self rating and inferred self 
concept:, were correlated. For all subjects, the Pearson r 
ran~ed from -.199 to +.336, with a mean r of .114, computed 
from standard z scores. On the basis of thes~ fint11.ni-!,e, 
the experimenters concluded that self report, thou~h of~cn 
used ·to measure self concept, should not be used for this 
purpose. Nevertheless, the self rating has been used to 
determine self concept in the present study. Combs, et al., 
have not satisfactorily demonstrated that their Ss failed 
to depict self concept through self report; neither have 
they conclusively shown that the research team succeeded 
in inferring self concept. 
Of the related literature that has been examined, 
10 
two reports have especially meaningful implications for the 
present study, in that they represent recent experimental 
efforts to relate the self concept to the total personality 
structure by means of trait analysis. 
Dugald Arbuckle (1958) compared standardized 
personality test scores with self ratings for 120 Boston 
University freshmen. The Heston Personality Inventory 
and the Gordon Personal Profile were administered. In all, 
eight traits were delineated by these tests. The self 
rating instru~ent consisted of descriptions of the eight 
traits; a 0-10 scale accompanied each description. Ss were 
instructed to assign themselves numerical ratings based on 
how much they, compared with their classmates, possessed a 
given trait. 
According to the emotional stability score provided 
by the Heston Personality Inventory, Ss were divided into 
high, middle, and low groups. When self ratings and'test 
scores for the high and low groups were compared, no 
significant difference between groups was found to exist. 
For three of the eight measured traits -- personal relation~, 
analytical thinking, and emotional stability -- self ratings 
and test results were dissimilar, with a Pearson r range of 
+.08 to +.49. Finally, a significant relationship between 
self rating and test score was found in only two insta::-ices: 
ascendancy, for the low group, with a correlation of +.62; 
I 
! 
! 
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and home satisfaction, for the high group, with a correlation 
of +.67. 
Later, Renzaglia, Henry, and Rybolt (1962) conducted 
a comparable investigation with comparable results. Ss, 
152 Southern Illinois University students, estimated the 
scores they would receive on two personality tests, the Bills 
Index of Adjustment and Values and the Edwards Personal 
Preference Schedule. Correlations between estimated and 
actual 
of the 
scores differed significantly from zero for fourteen I 
fifteen variables measured. However, for all variables I 
! 
except one, autonomy, mean estimates and mean scores differed 
from each other. Renzaglia, et al., concluded that their 
I 
' 
Ss were neither unreliable nor accurate in their self-
!
estimates of personality variables. They noted tI'-at positive l 
' l 
traits, such as affiliation, were overestimated in most I 
cases; traits believed by the investigators to be less valued,, 
I such as aggression and self-abasement, were typically 
underestimated. 
A. SUBJECTS 
CHAPTER Ill 
THE INVESTIGATION 
.--
Subjects were 50 married couples drawn from two, 
proximate, middle-class neighborhoods in west Chicago. 
All were Caucasian Americans. All were Roman Catholics, 
belonging to either of two parishes: Saint Angela or 
Our Lady of Victory. In defense of the selection of Ss 
having a singular religious preference, it should be noted 
that 11 ••• there is no clear relationship between religious 
affiliation and psychologically relevant variables." 
(Wylie, P• 142) 
All of the couples had been married for at least two 
years, with the mean number of years married being 11.34 
(SD=S.56 ). Distribution for number of years :married is 
shown in Table 1. 
The women had received from 9 to 18 years of formal 
education; more than half had completed high school. The 
mean for formal education among the wives was 13.1 years 
(SD=4.54). 
The men had received from 10 to 20 years of formal 
education. The mean for formal education among the husbands 
12 
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was 14.34 years (SD=4.99). Formal education distributions 
for husbands and wives are shovm in Table 2. 
As stated earlier, it was originally intended that 
maximum age limits be set at 45 and 40 for male and female 
Ss respectively. This restriction was not adhered to. The 
Handbook Supplement for Form C of the Sixteen Personality 
Factor Questionnaire states that "• •• age trends are not 
generally of practical significance over the typical adult 
range." (1962, p. 10) Questionnaire scores were converted 
to standard scores from norms for the general population 
(non-students), based on tests of 416 women whose ages ranged 
from 15-80 years, averaging 36 years; and 562 men whose ages 
ranged from 15-80, averaging 34 years. (p. 12) In the 
present study, female Ss ranged in age from 24-48 years, with 
a mean age of 33.26 (SD=6.0S). Male Ss ranged ~n age from 
24-49 years, with a mean age of 35.66 (SD=6.63). Age 
distributions for women and men are shown in Table 3. 
B. MATERIALS 
All data were collected by the present experimenter 
during July and August of 1968. 
Ss, as couples, were contacted individually and asked 
if they would participate in an experiment. They were told 
that their participation would take 30-40 minutes and that 
they would be asked to complete, anonymously a~d at their 
convenience, a personality test of the type that is often 
i.-~--------------------------------------------~---~----~ 
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TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF YEARp MARRIED 
Years 
26-27 
24-25 
22-23 
20-21 
18-19 
16-17 
14-15 
12-13 
10-11 
8-9 
6-7 
4-5 
2-3 
Frequency 
TABLE 2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 
4 
3 
4 
5 
7 
6 
4 
7 
Range: 2-26 years 
M=ll.34 
6=5.56 
DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF YEARS 
FORYrAL EDUCATION 
Years 
20 
19 
18 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
Frequency-Wives 
0 
0 
2 
2 
4 
3 
6 
2 
28 
1 
1 
1 
Range: 9-18 
years 
M=l3.10 
6=4.54 
14 
Frequency-Husbands 
1 
1 
5 
4 
8 
5 
1 
6 
17 
1 
1 
0 
Range: 10-20 
years 
M=14.34 
6=4.99 
I 
I 
TABLE 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF AGES 
Years 
47-48 
45-46 
43-44 
41-42 
39-40 
37-38 
35-36 
33-34 
31-32 
29-30 
27-28 
25-26 
23-24 
Frequency-Wives 
1 
4 
2 
3 
5 
3 
1 
4 
4 
8 
4 
6 
5 
Range: 24-48 years 
M=33.26 
o=6.05 
Years 
48-49 
46-47 
44-45 
42-43 
40-41 
38-39 
36-37 
34-35 
32-33 
30-31 
28-29 
26-27 
24-25 
Frequency-Husbands 
2 
3 
4 
4 
2 
9 
2 
2 
3 
7 
4 
4 
4 
Range: 24-49 years 
M=35.66 
o=6.63 
' 
15 
e----------_J 
16 
administered to job applicants by commercial and industrial 
firms. 
The first test to be administered was the 16 PF, 
Form c, by Raymond B. Cattell and Herbert w. Eber. 
Form C, the abbreviated version of the 16 PF, 
consists of 105 items. The intelligence factor is measured 
by 8 items; the remaining 15 traits are measured by 6 items 
each. In anticipation of motivation distortion, 7 items 
are provided for correction. Form C seeks to measure the 
same personality variables measured by the longer forms, A 
and B, which provide 10-13 items per factor measured. 
Reliability coefficients, computed through determina-
tion of test-retest correlation, range from .32 to .71 for 
?. Form C, while reliability ranges for Forms A and.Bare 
. ~ 
considerably higher. For our purposes, however, the 
advantage of using a short-form test justified the sacrifice 
of reliability. It was feared that the completion of Form A 
or B, either of which requires 50-60 minutes, would tire Ss 
and thus impede their performance on the second phase of the 
investigation, the sortings. 
The validity of the 16 PF, Form c, is satisfactory. 
Though the mean correlation of individual items and their 
corresponding factors is .37, the mean correlation of each 
group of items and their factors is .71. 
While some personality inventories have been designed 
:-----------------------------------~~"''-..:~~.~. 
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primarily to aid clinicians in diagnosing the seriously 
disturbed, the 16 PF, in all its forms, is apecifically 
intended to survey personality traits of normals. Yraurice 
Lorr, reviewing the test; regards the 16 PF, Form c, as 
11 
••• still primarily a research instrument." (Buros, 1965, 
p. 367) Nevertheless, he states that 11 ••• at present, it 
appears to be the best factor-based personality inventory 
available." (p. 367) 
At the time of testing, each S was given an answer 
sheet and test booklet. Ss were not asked to record their 
names on their answer sheets; instead, each pair of Ss was 
given a numerical designation -- from 1 through 50. Each S 
was also given a letter designation, either "H" or 11W11 so 
that answer sheets for husbands and wives could be kept 
separate. Ss were asked to record on their answer sheets the 
following data: age, extent of formal education, and number 
of years married. 
The test instructions printed on the cover of the test 
booklet were read aloud by E as they were read silently by 
Ss. In accordance with Cattell and Eber's instructions, E 
urged Ss to respond candidly and to record their first, 
spontaneous answer to each question. Three alternative 
answers to each question are offered; forced choices need rn~ 
be mede. Test items are simply worded; in terms of contsnt, 
thsy are quite innocuous and non-incriminating. 
18 
Though the 16 PF, Form c, has no time limit, it was 
observed that all Ss completed the testing within 25 minutes. 
At the conclusion of the test, Ss were given an explanation 
of the purpose of the first phase of the research project, 
the questionnaire. E read aloud the following explanation: 
The standardized test that you have just taken 
was designed to measure 16 personality traits. We can 
assume that everyone possesses all these traits, but 
that each of us possesses each trait to a different 
degree. Let us further assume that the test you've 
taken actually reveals the strength of each trait in 
you. If your answers were honest, the test has 
probably given us an objective gauge of relative 
trait strength in your personality~ Therefore, the 
test results should tell, rather accurately, what 
you 1 re really like. 
E continued to read. Next, she offered Ss an 
explanation of the second phase of the research project, the 
sortings. The explanation given is as follows: 
Now we come to the most important part of the 
study. 1 will ask you to judge the relative strength 
of these same sixteen personality traits, in yourself 
and in your spouse. 1 1 11 ask you to be as honest and 
objective as possible. The traits are all positive; 
you won't have to say anything negative about either 
yourself or your spouse. I will then take these two 
ratings -- the one you give yourself and the one your 
spouse gives you -- and compare each with the results 
of the test you took. l will want to know whose 
rating more closely approximates the results of the 
personality test: your ovm rating of yourself or 
your spouse's rating of you. In short, these ratings 
should reveal who has the more accurate concept of 
what you're like: you, who know yourself well, or 
your spouse, who also knows you well. 11 
At this point, each S was given a set of index cards, 
the sort, and an 11Arrangement of Cards" sheet on which to 
ii 
I 
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record the rankings for the two sorts. l'he "Arrangement of 
Cards" sheet and the sort cards have been reproduced in the 
. 
Appendix. 
Ss were instructeq to indicate their number and letter 
designations on the sheets. Next, Ss were asked to read 
silently, as E read aloud, the directions given on the sheet. 
When the reading of the directions was finished, E made the 
f ollm1ing statement: 
By the wo.y, since these words do not have one, 
universal interpretation or meaning, there are 
typewritten phrases on each card. Please consult 
these notations if you're uncertain as to what we 
ES:..tl::-:t by "outgoing, 11 "placid," etc. Are there any 
questions? 
There were no questions. It was observed that Ss 
followed directions exactly and completed self-sorts usually 
within three minutes. Just as rap~dly, Ss completed spouse-
sorts. The same set of cards was used for both sorts. 
The basis of the questionnaire is sixteen positive-
negative or neutral-negative paired factors. In an effort 
to obtain free and honest sorts, E chose the positive or 
neutral member of each trait pair for the sortings. 
I 
I 
I 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
A. PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 
After all testing had been completed, raw scores 
from the 16 PF had to be converted to standard scores which, 
in turn, could be ran...'<ed for subsequent comparison with the 
trait sorts. First, general population norm tables were 
used in the conversion of raw scores to stens. Standard z 
scores were then computed for the 16 traits measured by the 
100 tests takGn. However, these z scores could not be dealt 
with until an important adjustment had been made. 
As mentioned above, the 16 PF measures 16 paired 
traits. Thus, a high score for a given trait really 
indicates the dominance of one member of a trait pair over 
the other member. ln the case of four trait pairs, a high 
score indicates the dominance of the negative member of a 
trait pair. The four trait pairs are: factor L, for which 
a high score suggests that S is more suspecting than 
trustful; factor M, for which a high score suggests that S 
is more eccentric than conventional; factor o, for which a 
hi8h score suggests that S is more insecure than confident; 
and factor Q4, for which a high score suggests that S is 
20 
~ 
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more tense than stable. 
To bring the 16 PF z scores into correspondence with 
the sorts, which included only positive members of trait 
pairs, the signs of the--four z scores for Factors L, M, o, 
and Q4 were reversed. The 16 PF z scores were then ranked 
from highest to lowest. 
To compare each S's test results with his self sort 
and spouse sort, Spearman rho's were computed. Next, 
Guilford's table for the conversion of rho's to Pearson r's 
was employed (1936, p. 178). 
Before the t test could be applied, the Pearson r's 
had to be converted to standard z scores by means of Fisher's 
conversion. Tables 4 and 5 illustrate z scores obtained 
after compa~ison of test results with self sorts and spouse 
sorts. 
The means were computed and the difference between 
-.0192 for self sorts and .0015 for spouse sorts was tested 
for significance by application of the t test. The operation 
is shown in the appendix. 
The data were delineated so that additional comparisons 
could be made. Tables 6 and 7 show z scores for wives• 
self sorts and spouse sorts respectively. Tables 8 and 9 
show z scores for husbands' self sorts and spouse sorts 
respectively. To determine the significance, if any, of the 
difference between inderJendent means, the t test was nga.in 
TABLE 4 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SELF SORTS 
.02 
• 07 
.06 
.38 
• 02 
-.06 
.21 
-.28 
.11 
- .. 13 
0 
.85 
-.65 
-.50 
- .60 
-.06 
.16 
.19 
.06 
.28 
-.04 
-.24 
-.38 
.31 
.18 
Mt = :J,92 
100 
~ Ml = -.0192 
I 
I 
.23 
-.18 
-.07 
.56 
-<>03 
-.46 
.22 
- .. 51 
-.20 
.23 
.29 
.07 
.59 
-.06 
-.06 
-.51 
.44 
-.33 
-.27 
.13 
.18 
.03 
.12 
-.14 
-.20 
.0529 
.0324 
.0049 
.3136 
.0009 
.2116 
• 01+84 
.. 2601 
.0400 
1 
.. 0529 
.0841 
.0049 
.3481 
.0036 
.0036 
.2601 
.1936 
.1089 
.0729 
.0169 
.0324 
.0009 
.0144 
.0196 
.0400 
0 
.07 
-.05 
.09 
I -.uO 
I - .10 I -.45 
I 0 09 
Il
l 
-.93 
.os 
-.48 
-.27 
.27 
-.15 
.17 
-.13 
.37 
.13 
.27 
.62 
-.52 
.08 
-.38 
-.03 
-.18 
22 
I 0 .44 
.0049 -.33 
.0025 .05 
.0081 -.46 
.. 1600 1·! .. -.16 
• 0 l 00 • 2L1- I 
.2025 i .651 
. • oos 1 
11 
- •• 3
0
sb_ 
1
. 
.85L;.9 , 
• 002 s I -. s6
1
. 
.2304 ; .. 21 
.0729 I . 04 
.0129 I .11 
.0225 -.29 
.0289 .13 
.0169 0 
.1369 .09 
.0169 -.04 
.0729 .03 
.3844 -.13 
.2704 .19 
.0064 -.34 
.1444 .38 
.0009 -.14 
.0324 • 03 
£X1 = -1.92 
" e----·-------~----~-------------------U-¢W.-=-~m-----------
.1936 
.1089 
.0025 
.2116 
.0256 
.0576 
.4225 
.1225 
.0036 
.3136 
.0441 
.0016 
.0289 
• 08l~ 1 
.0169 
0 
.0081 
.0016 
.0009 
.0169 
.0361 
.1156 
.1444 
.0196 
.. 0009 
9.5202 = t.X12 
TABLE 5 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SPOUSE SORTS 
X2 Xz2 X2 Xz2 X2 X22 X2 X22 
.24 .0576 .24 .0576 -.12 .0144 -.10 .0100 
-.D.5 .002 5 - .. 35 .. 1225 .. 1n .. 0111~ ~.77 .,fl729 1 ,. 
. ) "O:'/ •; I ') 
.. ' . .17<1/1 - .AP • H·nn -... '\ ;-' .1n;;1 
.. (\('• .<'ll.'\(1 . ~· (\ .. (l/1 (l l) .. :·1>-, • l *. ·~· .. "" • (It .(l\llll 
-.Jl • l]t1 1) '"l-' . ~)' \ .11111!1 .O/ .. ( \( l.'1 1) ... :1 'l • t:!"!"I 
.13 .0169 .55 .30?5 -.17 • 02.H" 
·'•l • l / t:·'• 
- • ()3 .0009 -.20 • OL100 -.SB • 3:~611 • :n1 • () /1\11 
.01 .0001 -.22 • ()l1Hi1 - • '4 7 .220') .... (l :l • :1111. '• 
.01 .0001 • 05 • 00?. .5 .13 • 0}(19 1 r .. ) • O?/ 5 
- .4'• .193() ' .27 .0729 • 09 • oo;' 1 I - .. 71, • '"• 7 6 I.18 • 032'~ I .. 38 .1L~l+L• .07 • OOL1'<> • u~ .. (U?/1 
• ~' 3 .5329!1-.32 • 1 o:u~ -.16 .025h f -.27 ! • 07) () I 
-.17 .02B9il .28 .07B4 -.31 .. 0961 I • 21~ I .Cl'.) 76 
.17 
.0289 r .01 .0001 .22 • 01.~gf~ -• '•'1 ,.1936 
.34 .1156 0 0 .so .2500 -.17 1 · 0289 
.09 .0081 -.58 .3364 .01 .0001 .17 .0289 
0 0 .so .2500 -.20 .0400 -.10 .0100 
-.05 .0025 0 .0 .19 .0361 .12 .0144 
.03 .0009 -.01 .0001 .15 .0225 -.18 .0324 
.14 .0196 .20 .0400 .27 .0729 -.27 .0729 
-.22 .0484 .21 .0441 -.37 .1369 .23 .0529 
-.20 .0400 .14 .0196 .28 .0784 .10 .0100 
-.17 .0289 0 0 -.20 .0400 -.12 .0144 
-.06 .0036 -.33 .1089 .os .0064 -.14 .0196 
0 0 -.15 .0225 .29 .0841 ~ .0729 
M2 = £Xz 
N 
M2 = .J2. 100 
Mz ::ll .0015 
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TABLE 6 
WIVES' Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE COR.~ELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST BCORES AND SELF SORTS 
X1 
.02 
.06 
.02 
.21 
.11 
0 
-.65 
-.60 
.16 
.06 
-.04 
-.38 
.18 
-.18 
.56 
-.46 
-.51 
.23 
·.01 
-.06 
-.51 
-.33 
.13 
.03 
-.14 
Ml = .£X1 
N 
Ml = -6.69 
so 
Ml = -.1338 
x12 
.0004 
.0036 
.0004 
.0441 
.0121 
0 
.4225 
.3600 
.0256 
.,0036 
• 0016 
., 14Lt4 
.0324 
.0324 
.3136 
.2116 
.2601 
.0529 
.0049 
.0036 
.2601 
.1089 
.0169 
.0009 
.0196 
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X1 
.0 
-.05 
-.40 
-.45 
-.93 
-.48 
.27 
.17 
.37 
.27 
-.52 
-.3S 
-.18 
-.33 
-.46 
.24 
-.35 
-.56 
.04 
-.29 
0 
-.04 
-.13 
-.34 
...::..J~ 
-6.69 = £.X 
x12 
0 
.0025 
.1600 
.2025 
.8649 
.2304 
.0729 
.0289 
.1369 
"072. 9 
.. 2 7 OLi-
• !L;4/~ 
.. 0324 
.1089 
.2116 
.0576 
.1225 
.3136 
.0016 
.0841 
0 
.0016 
.0169 
.1156 
.0196 
1 5.6089 = .tX 
2 
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TABLE 7 
WIVES' Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SPOUSE SORTS 
Xz 
.24 
.15 
-.37 
-.03 
.01 
.18 
-.17 
.3t+ 
0 
.03 
-.22 
-.17 
0 
-.35 
.20 
.55 
-.22 
.27 
-.32 
.01 
-.58 
0 
.20 
.14 
-.33 
M2 = ZX2 N 
Mz = -3.36 
50 
M2 = -.0672 
Xz2 
.0576 
.0225 
.1369 
.0009 
.oco1 
.0324 
.0289 
.1156 
0 
.0009 
.0484 
.0289 
0 
.1225 
.0400 
.3025 
.0484 
.0729 
.1024 
.0001 
.3364 
0 
.0400 
.0196 
.1089 
Xz X22 
-.12 .0144 
-.40 .1600 
.07 .0049 
-.58 .3364 
l .13 .OJ.1J9 
I .07 .0049 -.31 .0961 
11 
.,50 .2500 
-.20 .,0400 
.15 .0225 
I -.37 .1369 
-.20 .0400 
.29 .0841 
-.27 .0729 
-.01 .0001 
.42 .1764 
-.62 .3844 
-.74 .5476 
-.27 .0729 
-.44 .1936 
.17 .0289 
.12 .0144 
-.27 .0729 
I .10 .0100 -.14 .0196 
-3.36 = £X2 4.4576 = i.X 
25 I 
I 
.... 
TABLE 8 
HUSBANDS' Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TES_T_ SCORES AND SELF SORTS 
X1 x12 X1 x12 
.07 .0049 .07 .0049 
.38 .1444 .09 .0081 
.... 06 .0036 -.10 .0100 
-.28 .0784 .09 .0081 
-.13 .0169 .os .0025 
.85 .7225 -.27 .0729 
-.50 .2500 -.15 .0225 
-.06 .0036 -.13 .0169 
.19 .0361 .13 .0169 
.28 .0784 .62 .3844 
-.24 .0576 I .os .0064 .31 .0961 -.03 .0009 
.. 23 .0529 .l.l4 .1936 
-.07 .0049 I .os .0025 
-.03 .0009 - .. 16 .0256 
.22 .0484 l .65 .l~225 
-.20 .0400 .06 .0036 
.29 .0841 .21 .0441 
.59 .3481 .17 .0289 
. -.06 .0036 .13 .0169 
.44 .1936 .09 .0081 
-.27 .0729 .03 .0009 
.18 .0324 .19 .0361 
.12 .0144 .38 .1444 
-.20 .0400 .03 .0009 
4.77 • 1X 1 3.9113 = £.X 
Mt = £X1 
N 
M1 = !i.587 
Ml = .0954 
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TABLE 9 
' HUSBANDS' Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SPOUSE SORTS 
X2 X22 X2 x22 
-.05 .0025 . .18 .0324 
.06 .0036 .35 .1225 
.13 .0169 -.17 .0289 
.01 .0001 -.47 .2209 
- • fi.4 .1936 .09 .0081 
.73 .5329 -.16 .0256 
.17 .0289 .22 .0484 
.09 .0081 .01 .0001 
-.05 .0025 .19 .0361 
• lli· .0196 .27 .0729 
-.20 • 01+00 .28 .0784 
-.06 .. 0036 I .os .0064 
.24 .0576 -.10 .0100 
.42 .1764 -.32 .1024 
.38 .14h,4 -.35 .1225 
-.20 .0400 .28 .0784 
.05 .0025 .15 .0225 
.38 .1444 .18 .1324 
.28 .0784 .24 .0576 
0 0 -.17 .0289 
.so .2500 -.10 .0100 
-.01 .0001 -.18 .0324 
.21 .0441 .23 .0529 
0 0 -.12 .0144 
-.15 .0225 ~ 10729 
3.51 = £X 2 3.1307 =£.X 
Mz = £Xz 
N 
M2 = ,1.51 50 
M2 = .0702 
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B. EVALUATION OF THE HYPOTHESES 
The three applications of the t test failed to yield 
significant differences between means. The first application 
yielded t = .426, which is not significant at the .01 level 
(t = 2.632), or at the .05 level (t = 1.987). Neither of 
the null hypotheses may be rejected since it has not been 
proved that sir,nificant rolot:lorrnhipn cxi:it f"U:!wt~ l>Pt:h'i:'!'ln 
totJt acm~on. Both null hypot:h~rn<'.1t1 m1w 1: lH.; H<'l'l~pt t><1. 
The oecond application of the t ttw t ylt}l'lt~d t ,. 1.102, 
not significant at the .01 level (t = 2.690) or at tho .OS 
level (t = 2.014). Therofor0. OVt)O wh('n dt\te~ ro .. w1v~11:1 At'P 
relationship exists either between self-ratings and test 
scores or between spouse-ratings and test scores. 
The third application of the t test yielded t = .1556, 
not significant at the .01 level (t = 2.690) or at the 
.05 level (t = 2.014). Again, when data for husbands are 
treated separately, it cannot be shown that significant 
relationships exist either between self-ratings and test 
results or between spouse-ratings and test results. 
The outcomes of the study would suggest that Ss held 
inaccurate concepts not only of themselves but of eacn other. 
I 
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I 29 By and large, the results of the study also suggest that, 
though neither self-ratings nor spouse-ratings correlate 
significantly with test results, there is a lesser degree of 
correlation between tests and self-ratings (M = -.0192) than 
between tests and spouse-ratings (M = +.0015). 
Greater correlation between spouse-ratings and test 
results recurs in the separate analysis of data for female 
Ss. Though the mean scores for spouse sorts and self sorts 
are both negative values, the greater negative value is 
attached to self sorts of wives. The inference to be drawn 
here is that while spouse sorts do not correlate with test 
scores, the lack of correlation between self sorts and test 
scores is even greater. 
In the analysis of data for male Ss, self sorts are 
only slightly closer to correlation with test scores than 
are spouse sorts, with respective means being .0954 and .0702. 
An interesting aspect of the separate data for wives and 
husbands is that both means for wives are negative values, 
while both means for husbands are positive values. Again, 
as noted above, relative to the combined data for husbands 
and wives, the positive trend of spouse sorts and the 
negative trend of self sorts are pronounced. 
The failure of self sorts and spouse sorts to 
significantly correlate with test scores may, as observed 
earlier, suggest that Ss held inaccurate concepts of them-
...-------~~---------------------------------------------~--~--~--~-~~ 
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selves and each other. However, the present study cannot 
lead to decisive conclusions for two apparen~ reasons. 
Fi=st~ the assu:nption had been made that completion 
·:..,., .. .,. ...... \.., 
•'·" , .... -... ·· 
responses were given by Ss. Steps were taken to elicit 
for the sorts, traits to be ranked were all positive; for 
the 16 PF, Ss' scores on the motivational distortion scale 
were consistently low. Still, there is no tangible proof 
that Ss were, indeed, responding honestly. 
C. CONCLUSION AND RECOMl"IBNDATlONS 
Rejection of the null hypotheses that were the bases 
of the investigation leads to the conclusion that the 
accuracy of the self concept is doubtful. Further studies 
will, perhaps, help to explain to what degree inaccuracies 
are likely to manifest themselves and in which areas of 
the personality inaccuracies are most apt to occur. Possibly 
the dominance of certain traits is more distinguishable 
than the dominance of others. Furthermore, some personality 
traits are probably more socially desirable than others, so 
that efforts might be made to identify "most 11 and "least" 
I ,, 
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desirable traits. Accordingly, trait-measuring and self-
rating instruments might be refined to the.extent that 
unequal trait values may be balanced out by some means, 
e. g., improved scoring-methods.· 
It is recommended that matched-pair subjects of the 
type used in the present study be used in later studies. 
As Chapter 11 explains, self-concept studies have not, as yet, 
been carried out among Ss who are intimates. Future in-
vestigations may reveal that the concept of S, held by S's 
spouse, sibling, friend, etc., is inclined to be more 
accurate than S's own self concept. ln this event, we may 
discover that other people, because they ~~y perceive us 
more accurately and objectively than we perceive ourselves, 
are in a position to help us toward greater self-knowledge 
and self-understanding. The present study does not warrant 
such a projection. Nevertheless, it does seem to raise 
serious doubts as to the accuracy of self concept. 
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APPENDIX 
ARRANGEMENT OF CARDS 
.. --
l. You have been given 16 cards. On each is printed a 
descriptive word. Some of the words describe you better 
than others. Quickly scan the cards. Then read them 
carefully, deciding which descriptions best fit you. 
Put the cards in order - from MOST to LEAST descriptive 
of you. Please arrange !11 sixteen cards in order. It 
may be difficult to determine the proper order of the 
"middle cards," but you should have little difficulty 
ranking the three or four most and least descriptive 
cArds. Hhen the cards are in or.d~r~ plr>cHlP innicate 
l·il~I· ~!~~1·•~ ••\' ~·+-~H~~H 01 \.H~ H~~ ""l-1~1'-.< ~:L ... ··: t-1;~ 1~t-i-,....,_ 
printed in t.:hii:i lowu1: ccn.-,1~i- ui "'~~l~ i..:.u.•i. 
11. Next, decide which of the cards are most and least 
descriptive of your spouse. Please arrange the cards 
in order once again. · When all are in order, print the 
letter of each card on the second set of blanks below. 
I. Arrangement for Self II. Arrangement for Spouse 
(most descriptive) 1._ (most descriptive) 1._ 
2._ 2._ 
3._ 3. 
4._ 4-
·-s._ s._ 
6. 6._ 7- 7._ 
·-s._ 8._ 
9._ 9._ 
10._ 10. 
11._ 11.-
12. 12.-
13.- 13.= 
14.= 14._ 
15._ (least descriptive) 
15._ 
(least descriptive) 16. 16._ 
-
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SORT CARDS 
OUTGOING 
(warmhearted, easy-going, 
good-natured) 
INTELLIGENT 
J, 
(bright, abstract-thinking) 
w 
EMOTIONALLY STABLE 
(faces reality, mature) 
ASSERTIVE 
(independent, aggressive, 
self-assured) 
HAPPY-GO-LUCKY 
(impulsively lively, gay, 
enthusiastic) 
CONSCIENTIOUS 
(perseverin~, responsible, 
determined) 
ADVENTUROUS 
(uninhibited, spontaneous, 
socially bold) 
z 
N 
Q 
s 
F 
SENSITIVE 
(introspective, imaginative) 
p 
TRUSTING 
(free of jealousy, easy to 
get on with) 
PRACTICAL 
(proper, conventional) 
SHREWD 
(worldly, penetrating, 
sophisticated) 
PLACID 
(serene, confident, 
self-assured) 
EXPERIMENTING 
(liberal, free-thinking, 
analytical) 
SELF-SUFFICIENT 
(prefers own decisions, 
resourceful) 
SELF-CONTROLLED 
(considerate, careful, 
socially precise) 
RELAXED 
(tranquil, unfrustrated) 
L 
B 
H 
x 
R 
G 
K 
T 
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APPLICATION OP THE T TEST B!TW!EN lNt>EPEND!NT MEANS OF 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORR!LATlOt~S 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SELF SORTS AND 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE 
CORRELATIONS OF 16 PF TEST SCORES 
AND SPOUSE SORTS FOR 100 Ss 
t = --------~----~--·0~1~9~2----·~0_0~1_5 ____ ~----~----~-
(-l.92 )2 J + rao [1s9.83 - (.15)2J(_L) 
100 + 100 - 2 100 
..L[ 100 952.02 -
' t 1111 .426 
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APPLICATION OF THE T TEST BETWEEN INDEPENDENT MEANS OP 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SELF SORTS AND 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE' 
CORRELATIONS OF 16 PF TEST SCORES 
AND SPOUSE SORTS FOR WIVES 
.. -
t = ________ (_-__ . 13_3_8_) _-_1-_. __ 0_6_72_)~------
'"""" s1cr [280.445 - (-6.69)2 J + i [222.88 - (-3.36 )2 J ( 2 ) 
50 + 50 - 2 50 
t = 1.102 .. ·. 
\ 
APPLICATION OF THE T TEST BETWEEN INDEPENDENT MEANS OF 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE CORRELATIONS 
OF 16 PF TEST SCORES AND SELF SORTS AND 
Z SCORES DERIVED FROM RANK-DIFFERENCE 
CORRELATIONS OF 16 PF TEST SCORES 
AND' SPOUSE SORTS FOR HUSBANDS 
t = .0954 - .0702 ' 
-------------------------------------------------~ i [195.565 - (4.77>2] + fcJ [1s6.535 - (3.s1>2] ( 2 ) 
so + so - 2 50 
t a .1556 
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